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State of Sou& Dakota 1 
193 

County of Edmwnds 1 

ELECTIUC SERVICE FROVlDER FOR 
TNE NEW NORTR CJiNTFAL 
FARMERS ELEVATOR LOCATION IN 
BOwDx;E, S O U m  DNOTA, AS A 
LARGE LOAD CUSTOMER. 

I, Keith Haiay, having been fht duly sworn upon my oath, mk as follows: 

MIDAVIT OF KEITH HAEW 

CkmraY), which is located in Ipswicb, South Dakota. North Central is plannitlg to build a 

new grain handling facility in Bowdlt, S o d  Dakota (the 'Facility" or the '9owdte 

2, The Eowdle Facility is located within the assigned acwvice t d t o r y  of FEM 

North Cmtrst's grain handling plant located in Craven, South Dakota ("Craven 

desire to expand its current business relationship with FEM by having FEM provide 

electric senices m the Bowdle Facility, 
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4. Motlma Dakota Utilities Campany ('MDU'') wilI provide natural gas ta fhe 

Bowdls Facility. MDU aslccd to be allowed to submit a bid for e1ectt.i.c service to ttte 

Bowdle Facility, which M13U assumed was a l sge  load. 

5. I did nut .rake 'any action on MDU's pmposal. Instead, I entered into an 

a.gn?ement for elec~cal services to the Bowdle Facility with FEM on or about April 13, 

2006. In this Ebalzi~al Sewice Agreement, there is not a specified contracted minimum 

load of over two t$nusaad kilowstt4, 

6. It is my opiniod, based upon N d  Central's analysis and prcvious expmioncc, 

that thc Bowdh Facility will not require a minimum demand of 2,000 kilowatts, I base 

this opinion on th.e electric utility requirement$ of the Craven Filevator. In 2005, Craven 

Elevator loaded more BNSF s h d e  tnFLiss h w  any other hatldling ficility jn South 

Dakota Cravm Elmatot, it uses less than 1,500 kilowatts of porn.  The B d e  

Fwiliiy i s  not antidgated Po handle rhe volumr; o f  piin that the C r a m  Elevator handles. 

Thus, I do not believe &at the Bowclle Facility wiU have an eiectricd demand of more 

ttraa 2,000 Mowstts. 

8. Ia addition to not being a large biddable load under SDCL 8 49-34A-56, it is 

N d  Central's clear and stated ptefirence for FEM to be the electric senrice pmvidcr of 

zhe Bowdle Faciliq, which is evidenced by the Electric Service Agreement betwem the 

parties. Because the Bowdlc Faciliiy is within FEM's service territory, no Commission 

&on is neccssray, and North CenW did not petitition the Comnhsion for approval of ap 

dimnative electric stmice pro.ridar. 

9. Titbe is of the essence for FO~WU~OI I  o f  the elemid sub-station to sserv ee 
Bowdle Fwility, and it i s  a great hardship to my company to be involved in unnecessary 
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litigation improperly hiriaixd by a competing electric service provider. I request that the 

Commission dismiss &e petition of MafS bemuse 1) this load is uvt over 2.000 

kilowatts, and 2) it i s  North Central's pteference to have Fl?M serve the Bowdle Fwility. 

& DATED ihis a\ day of  XMI ,2006. 

Subsmibed and sworn to before me thi 


